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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 3-7 and 11-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677). 

With regards to claim 1, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches a system and a 
method for automatically testing in parallel multiple variable air volume (VAV) boxes 
coupled to the same floor level network comprising: 

communicating with a floor level network from a building level network; (Col. 1 , 
lines 52-55 &67-68) (see figure 1) and 

sending at least one test parameter associated with a first test procedure to a 
first VAV box coupled to the floor level network, the first VAV box having a first 
configuration; (Col. 7, lines 63-65) and 

sending at least one test parameter associated with a second test procedure to a 
second VAV box coupled to the floor level network so that the first and second VAV 
boxes are responding to a test parameter associated with different test procedures at 
approximately the same time (col. 8, line 5), the second VAV box having a second 
configuration, wherein the first test procedure is inapplicable to the second configuration 
(Col. 8, lines 1-10) (Refer to figure 1) 
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With regards to claim 1 1 , Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches a system for 
automatically testing in parallel multiple variable air volume (VAV) boxes coupled to the 
same floor level network comprising: 

a building level network interface for communicating with a floor level network 
from a building level network;(see figure 1) and 

a test manager for sending at least one test parameter to a plurality of variable 
air volume (VAV) boxes coupled to the floor level network so that at least two VAV 
boxes are responding to the one test parameter at approximately the same time, the 
test manager operable to send different test parameters to different VAV boxes based 
on different design configurations of the different VAV boxes. ( Col. 8, lines 1-25) 

With regards to claim 12, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches sending at 
least one test parameter associated with a first test procedure to a first VAV box 
coupled to the floor level network; (Col. 8, lines 33-34) and sending at least one test 
parameter associated with a second test procedure to a second VAV box coupled to the 
floor level network so that the first and second VAV boxes are responding to a test 
parameter associated with different test procedures at approximately the same time. 
(Col.8, lines 33-34) 

With regards to claims 3 and 13, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches 
sending a calibration procedure parameter to the first VAV box coupled to the floor level 
network; and delaying before sending the calibration procedure parameter to a third 
VAV box (Col. 3, lines 65-68) coupled to the floor level network so that the first and third 
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VAV boxes are not responding to the calibration procedure parameter at approximately 
the same time. (Col. 8, lines 10-12) (Col.12, line 14) 

With regards to claims 4 and 14, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches 
receiving test messages from the first and second VAV boxes coupled to the floor level 
network and analyzing the test messages received from the first and second VAV boxes 
to determine whether a VAV box passed a test. (Col. 8, lines 14-16) 

With regards to claims 5 and 15, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches 
determining a cause for a test failure from at least one test message received from at 
least one VAV box. (Col. 8, lines 14-20) 

With regards to claims 6 and 16, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches 
generating a warning in response to a VAV box passing a test, the warning indicating a 
marginal condition in the VAV box. (Col. 8, lines 14-20) 

With regards to claims 7 and 17, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches polling 
a plurality of devices coupled to the floor level network; determining from an identifier in 
a response to the polling whether a device is a VAV box; and storing the identifier in a 
VAV procedure list in response to a determination that the device is a VAV box. (Col. 8, 
lines 17-20) (Col.1, lines 52-55) 

With regards to claim 19, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches terminating 
testing of a VAV box coupled to the floor network in response to the VAV box failing to 
calibrate. (Col.1, lines 62-63) 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 8-10 and 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) in view of Hartman (USPN 

5,605,280). 

With regards to claim 8, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) a method for 
automatically testing in parallel multiple variable air volume (VAV) boxes coupled to the 
same floor level network comprising: 

communicating with a floor level network from a building level network; (Col. 1 , 
lines 52-55 &67-68) (see figure 1) 

sending at least one test parameter to a plurality of variable air volume (VAV) 
boxes (Col. 7, lines 63-64) coupled to the floor level network(Refer to figure 1) so that at 
least two VAV boxes are responding to the one test parameter at approximately the 
same time. (Col. 8, lines 1-25) 

sending at least one test parameter from a calibration procedure, an auto zero 
module procedure, a damper operation and airflow procedure, and a control function 
procedure to at least one of the VAV boxes coupled to the floor level network. (Col. 8-1 1 
lines 35-67,1-68,1-68 &1-20) 
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With regards to claim 9, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches terminating 
testing of a VAV box coupled to the floor network in response to the VAV box failing to 
calibrate. (Col.1, lines 62-63) 

With regards to claim 10, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches determining 
whether a temperature message received from a VAV box in response to a test 
parameter for the heating function procedure contains a room temperature or a 
discharge temperature. (Col.1 , lines 42-46) 

With regards to claim 20, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches determining 
whether a temperature message received from a VAV box in response to a test 
parameter that contains a room temperature or a discharge temperature. (Col.1, lines 
42-46) 

With regards to claim 21, Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) teaches sending at 
least one test parameter from a calibration procedure, an auto zero module procedure, 
a damper operation and airflow procedure, and a control function procedure to the first 
VAV box. (Col.8-1 1 lines 35-67,1-68,1-68 &1-20) 

Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) does not appear to explicitly disclose a heating 
function procedure. 

Hartman (USPN 5,605,280) teaches a heating function procedure. (Col. 8, lines 

41-48) 

It would've been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify the Jensen et al. (USPN 5,446,677) invention to include the heating function 
procedure taught by Hartman (USPN 5,605,280) in order to arrive upon the claimed 
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invention in order to maximize user comfort and operating economy. (Col .2, lines 29- 
30) 

3. Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments filed 09/06/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant is reminded that during patent examination, the pending claims must 
be "given the broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." 
Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and 
broad interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, 
will be interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 
162 USPQ 541, 550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

While the meaning of claims of issued patents are interpreted in light of the 
specification, prosecution history, prior art and other claims, this is not the mode of 
claim interpretation to be applied during examination. During examination, the claims 
must be interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allowed. This means that the 
words of the claim must be given their plain meaning unless applicant has provided a 
clear definition in the specification. In re Zletz, 893 F.2d 319, 321, 13 USPQ2d 1320, 
1322 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

In this instance applicant argues that the prior art of record does not teach 
sending at least one test parameter associated with a first test procedure to a first VAV 
box coupled to the floor level network, the first VAV box having a first configuration; 
(Col. 7, lines 63-65) and sending at least one test parameter associated with a second 
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test procedure to a second VAV box coupled to the floor level network so that the first 
and second VAV boxes are responding to a test parameter associated with different test 
procedures at approximately the same time (col. 8, line 5), applicant goes on to argue 
that the prior art of record does not teach the different tests correspond to the different 
configurations. According to Merriam Webster dictionary a configuration is merely a 
relative arrangement of parts or elements. Therefore the open and closing the boxes is 
a reasonable interpretation of a test configuration. 

With respect to claims 8-10 and 20-21 , the arguments have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

4. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Sekhar et al. (USPUB 2003/0146289) teaches a energy efficient 
variable air volume (VAV) system with zonal ventilation control and Kline et al. (USPN 
6,250,560) teaches a variable air volume diffuser actuator assembly and method. 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aditya S. Bhat whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2270. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Barlow can be reached on 571-272-2269. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 



Aditya Bhat 
November 07, 2005 



BRYAN BUI 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 




